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Fourth- and fiftl-grade students were given ‘a series -

of five lessons.for individual study over the summer vacation. The
lessons, which sought to help maintain -basic skills, vere to ke
completed and mailed back to the schools. Over half of the
part1c1pat1ng studehts. completed all the lessons. Results of the STEP

Computation Test administered in September showed that these. =tudentsl'

maintained their levels of basic skills while ones that did not
complete the lessons, as well as' students in.a control group, had

-lovwer scores.

As a result of the summer lessons, some tecachers were

able to reduce substantially the amount of timg devoted to review at

~the ‘beginning of the follovlng school’ year. (Author/LS)
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7/ -The purposec of this practicum.was-to attempt to

%mafktain the basic arithmeétic skills of- gfoup of ’
fourth and fifth Qrade-students during the -summer .

o Ve ! * . ' . v . RN
. vacalion in order that the amount of review time in
© P, -~ S .

the  fall could be reducdd. Lessons were developed

~for thé students to use durlng ‘tHeir vacation. At

the end of the sunmer,

of the students who comp]eted the 1essons remained at

. N .

a hlghér dlevel fhan thé control group., Subboquently, N

thé teachers of these students wero able to rcduce the, ,-<

,“OL“% 5f r

»

eyleu'tlme nccessary f 7 the st derte to .

succeosfully approach the n{w matozlal for their grade-

l .
. . < . ', , . S »
. -
-1evel. L .
\ .
. , N . l. \1 .
. . -
/. 3 < - LI e
, H
P e . ’ 4
. t -
‘
L]
f . - . -
< .
’
\ .
~ ~ e
- , / ,
. . ) J
- .
N
-4 . e M L t
B
ks . %
3y
. . . / . e
. . {
-
.
o
. v
v . ]
-
\
. Ve
\ /
- - - 4
\.\ *
- . . (1)
-
v
. N . ’ 5
L4 AN
- . .
o \‘ "

Lthe results indicated mheiskills ',
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. ‘ - INTRODUCTION . r .
+- . . ! .
Tecachdrs at all levels and in all subject areas

frequnnt)y complaln that thelr students don't remomber

important facts, skills, or information which are nec-
N ‘ ‘ v
'd

- egssary for the students to continue with their course

. . N ;.
of study. “his complaint is especially pr%?alent.in

the fall of the &ear and“is frequeétly'directed toward

the basic skills' of mathem%iies.,'With this. complaint .
in‘mind, teachers then proceed ‘to .spend as muoh as nine
v - . N ! -_. X '
to twelve weeks in the fall of the year in review of
' - L

&

"basic skills.™

N

3

Tﬁis.complaint is not entlrely unfounded Evidence

was presented by Kuft7 (1973) that “there: was a s1gn1—

ficant loss of abilityvof beglnnlng flfth grade students
L )

'to work d1v1s10n problems wh%n compared to their abllity

-~
v

to work s1m11ar problems at the end of fouybh grade. dHe

also reported that students in-the upper quartile regis-
tered considerably more loss than the students in the
lowest. quwrtiie suggestlng thaf thls ‘was probably due.

S »
to the Iact that -they- have moro to forget.

On the other hdnd, Mousley (1973) presented data’

~twhiéh indioated there wias. no loss‘in-the'reading.ability_

3
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of third g]ﬂdqrs and in fact reportod a'slight gaiﬁ ' ,

" tend to

€

bct“een May and boptember " He. proposed the po#snb]l;ty T,

‘that the chlldrcn 5, normwl maturation and thelr tendency

\ 4

“to p1a011(e/read1nr for ploasure mlght accqunt for the o

/

/ .
maintenanc? of their\reading skiels, while.they-do not
1 ' '

practice ther basic Skllls such as arithmetic. 7 ~ oy
e : ) "

The loss then . is probably not as bad as teachers
’ A e Cr

elieve, but probably does.exist to some';a extent. .

This sf% ation'logically leads’to two basic questions

Can somé simple scheme be developed by which ,
the basic arithmetic skills can be malntalned
over the summer months° E ,
If such a scheme'is developed and proves’
‘successful, how can the results be.used to
reduce the amount of time spent by teachers

A search of the llterature revealed many studles '

s1m11ar to the one doue by Kurtz 1n whlch the learnlng

" loss Wwas establlshed.‘-However, few solutlons were

. o«
attempted, with most utlllzlng a regular summer school

<«
-,

apgroach "and nearly all were directed toward the under—
i /\

aehiever...For inétance, Sinatra (1973) GOnducted,a

L 4

summer reading program utilizing a point reinforcer
system. In this system, a child earns points contiugent

-

» ) ) -
. N .
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)

on-"basic skills"?. . ) . . o
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upon task complretlon which can bhe traded 1onftang1b1e
S . ! .
. . . - -\ .
rTewards.  His major goal however, was instructiomn rather
‘ _ . _ o /-
than maintcnance and was designed for underachievers
. .‘. \. .. . . i
and low achicvers. : ' , S *

’
B . : ) R . : - : . -

. t . ’ - | S . .
Acknowledging. the fact that the best solution would

be” to extend the school year, it must be recognized thét_

v . u

it is financially impossiblec to do this at the present
time. Hence, the reason for the following alternatiye
proposal which utilizes self sfudy,lessons to-maintain

'_Athe~skills and uses the results of a statistical analysis

rd
.

s , to persuade teachers to reducerthe review time.
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THE PROPOSED SOLUTION - PART I

oo . |
SDonulatiqn. Deseription ,
ropulatiqn Joreription . .

.

In ordor to keep the investigation of the proposed
* + ' ’ . R . N " -I ‘ * * '
solution munageable, it was necessary to limit this

.
’

’ sﬂudy to only include students who coﬁpieted the_fdunth

- © .

or fifth grades in June,, 1973. These students'currently‘
. ..

‘attend one of four of@mentary schools in thrce districts.

- . J -

The purpose of using étudept§ from these school districts

3

was 1o ensure a range of backgrounds, ability, and varied
; .

'"»teathing strategiés. o . . q
/ . B L ‘5". '
. o * { - N .
. ‘One of the districts chose], is primarily'rugal,’one

. c o o ' 2 .‘
' ,primarily middle class suburban  and urban,. and one pri-

¢ ' .~ - ' ‘ . N s 2
marily-upper middle class suburban. In addition the
. P ‘/’.av ;. : : * * * .
teaching strategies used i the four schools range from
& . ’ : - . .
seﬁf cdntained classrooms to open - nongraded teams. -
: . .. ' . A

-1 -

After cktablishing the population 1imits. for manage-,

-

-

_— ability; th'e problemgof'cooperatibn was'éénsidered. Lf\‘
/ o : . . . - .\

the 'school personnel are, not; invo¥ved and/or do not \
N :

-

1

approve of the proposed solution, it is useless to |
9 . A “

attempt it. Therefore, school personnel input ang
approval.were soﬁght at each step-of_tﬁe,proposed -
- ’: \' J ’ ) . ‘ -
: ‘ P ) ‘\\‘\\> / .
i . . Tt
’ - | ‘ .

.
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solution.

N

. . General Ylan .

—
R .
-~ I

The gcneral scheme that was declded .upon to attempt-

;- 1

" to mdlntaly the basie arlthmetlcaskllls ‘over. the summer

-~

" consisted of a qerles of lcssons (flve) whlch were "sent

,home w1th the~students at- the,end of the year, The
2.

series of lessons was - to be completed at the rate of
. S . »
approxlm%tely one every othcr week durlng the summer

months . Along w1th the lessons, dlrectlons.and answer

‘keys}WEre sent for the parentsf‘useu When the‘childf

completed edch lesson 1t was either self corrected _or

-

. ? .
.thé parent corrected it for him. The attempted or com—

pleted lesson was then returned in a stamped pre-
s
' ' addressed envelope provlded‘for_its‘return.
. “ . . ‘ . L L . . "

The reasons for setting up'a return scheme wgre foi'
_ record keeplny pertalnlng to the number of. lessOns com-
‘pleted by each student and to act as a link between the
‘home and the School It was felt that the llnk between ﬁ

home and school needed to be ma1nta1ned even thpugh a-

l .
study corducted by Sabers (1972) indicated that post

’

cards'and'letters_of encouragement’ did not reduce the %

. . . ) ' . : ‘ . ..
attrition in correcspendenc~ study courses. ‘ngever, hrs3\

N . . e
y
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/;isté of two parts (See Appendix A).

+

, i “ . R R
study did indicate 4 positive-difference based on

: ol R . : o L .

students time in” the*program, and it.could be construed
4 . ' o . N L . K

that this proposed solution is a quasi-correspondence

course-with students who are continujng their studies

b ° . ' . s .

into the summcr progrum. HOnce,"thy_are airéady'

~

"enrolled" in the couraé/ . : ‘ o ) J

Student-Materlals.f

> . { . . . . o
Lookiﬁg at the lessons more closely, éach one con-
. '\_ . . . v
.
The first .part is

& series of gomputational prgblemSQutilizing onéupf”ﬁhe‘

.

. ) A t . .
pasic skills andﬁreseMbIeS'a traditional workSheet The¢

\ -

seuond part ig a puzzle utlllzlng the bas1c bperatlons.f

Croub number puzzles and Spacedust</ plctures are used

9

forﬁthls por}lo .{ (Spacedust plctures are publlshed b{

Spaccdust

-~

[] \,‘ a .
Inc., Ashtaﬁuia Ohio .2%9 are a part .ofe .~

their ﬁrlthmetnc Iunbcoks series.) The purpose of using-
S R 9 .
" the’ two part approach was "to malhtaln the students

bbéf\ thé‘buzzle

Yage céuld poSSibly'act'as-ahréview wh}ch coyld slow the
L ._' - : ' . . .

° e

1@terest~when attemptlng th lessong

learning loss.
<,  Owerall, the lessons were.not designed to presént
s » ) . i ’ X . .Q
Rather, they were «designed a$§ a review -
@ ) / .

’, M . - -y

new goncepts,
ld

LS

-

e

3
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o ' . - . * . - ’ )
C first was to keep the parents from finding thems
SN : . B ; -
‘ in the ombawras iftg ¢npd/or stime consuming situation of .

Y "‘-\ R 3
in¥trument) This weés done for several reasons. JThe

lvies

playing teacher‘ The sccond was that' according u;-'-

. DEYCHOIOEiiEEJ revaew at gradua]]y 1ncreasing‘1ntervals
A : ondblee mdtethl to be rotaln >d for some time. Finally,
Y o each time -a toplc is reJearned the time for.maétery is N
R shortened " - ' L ! '
.’ . R . . , L . -
. ' Turning to ‘the directions and answer keys, the need

for their inclusion was very evident. Withouf~directions,
nearly, all lessond failk due to the lack of a definitive™
. . . ' . : . . .r'a . ) ' . '
l &! direction. Answér keys?were needed to act as reinforce— ' -

ment' and re1n£orcement to be moat effective in learnlng
! ° )
L must follow c]oeely after the deblred behav:or and be
' A M 4 j
clearly‘aSchiated ‘with that behavior in the mind of the

H

\
‘learner. Also, behavior whieh is rewafrded is more likely - -
. . . - » R . ’ e © o . N . S
a ‘ J/ig reopcur- Finally,"practice is not enough Anderson e o
(1)(:) concluded that a knowledge of results faCllltates - .
leqrnLng whlch 1mp11es th&t the 1earner cannot *mprove : “" L.
by - ropeated effort° unless he is 1nformed about how well ‘
: (or poorly) he hds done ' S ’ ;'mf;- :“.. f,_'? R
. ¢ i N ) N - .
'Koeplng 1n mind the psycholow1ca1 pr1n01plee about P -
learning, foxgottlng, reward, dnd relpforeement,-the 'f_ \
l | * P . : 7 | L ° .
B \" b J - . - ,
] . ) . - o o \ . ’ * S s
. . . . - S~ - . i . . .
- 1 . ‘ IR - ‘ ' " IR ‘y)
v . NN . . . ¢ Lo ".' . "
‘ . v o ' . » . . .. : ' : &
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lessons were developed in an 1973.  The. teachers and

adhinistrutore in Lﬁe SLhOOLS 1nvolvcd were asked to
.
crltique the overdll plan as wbll as the materlals which .

“would be sent home .-After the staff qpproval was gained,

the» lessons wele Turther crit: qued by Mrs. Verena/Sharker;

’

Elementary Mathematics Spetial}st, Newark Schoéol’'District .

and Dr. William B;'Moody,iprefesse} of Elementary. Mathe-*
Matics Educétion;‘Uni?ersity ofJDelawareifer the purpose
of Qeterhinihg their applicability and grade leve%*biace~

- ments. / oo - .

Expenimental Vs, Control Group .Assignment

4 v , . ' e

-

Concurrentlv, w1th the developmont of the etudent

—

v

]

materials, the pupllS were asslgned to onefoi three

,wabilitv ievels' hlgh- average or/low This a351gnment
o e
was much® on the pa81s of’thelr ab111ty test results on

"the Delaware Edu/atlonal Assessment Program (DEAP)~

fTh%E/IestI;é—program 1e admlnﬁstered each year by the
State of Delayare'to all,first,h%ourth, and'eighth.grade:w

§2udenté dnd was designed by Educationai1festing Ser@ice,
. Prin$eton, New Jerscy.? %he studente were the? pre tested

!

'u51ng Form 4A-of the Sequentlal Tests of Educatlonall N

e L

_Progress (STEP)Qhrlthmetlc Camputatlon Test copyrlghtu“

- [ “t

™
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" attack® the next part of the problem Namely’, if"the

V) |
1969. 'On'the basis of tHis test, the students were

aésig?ed to the experimental” or control group. This

D
-

assigﬂment was done by first ranking the students within

! - "—-.." 3

the ability lcvels on the basis of their test scoéres ;

and tHén\b} usihg a random number table making- the ¢
g : ‘

I’assignmenfs of cach pair of students to either the

)

.control or experimental group. ; . K : N e

N .
(%Y . .,

Finadly, the parents of the studEnts assigned to

tbe emperlmental group were notlflcd and given the

[

optlon Qf not part1c1pqt1ng. Plve parents refuged to

permnt thelrxyhlldren to participate.. Four indicated

; ’ p e
théy were moving to ancther area, and the fifth gave no | T
< » \\\ !‘_ R
reason. Aﬁter Lhe parent5v*permlsslon was obta!hed
the materials wexe then'di buted tb\tge student on .,

S~

~.

the last day of the. 1972 73 school year

L . ) . gy

. , PR,
During’ September, the first week of the 1973-74 f

school year, the students were given the same STEP

Computation Test as a?pdst~test. ThiSrbompleted the -
. P % s s .

first phase of the study. At this point then the data

. - \
was, analyzed in order that it could be used as a tool to

results were” positive, could the teachers be persuadcd.
®

[
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to reduce the amount of time spent on review?
‘ ' ¢
Data Analysis .

o
R !

Recognizing the fact that there wouyld be'stﬁdents -

" who would not complete the lessons, the decision was
. ot

A

' made to consider three categbries of students;: those,who-

satisTactorily completed the summer leSsons; those who

- .

partially compléted the summe£ iessons, ard thése who
_didinot attempt the summer‘lessons. &he'satisfactory
campletion category cbnsisted of studeﬂts who cohplgted ;
two or three lessons, while the did not attémpt category

consisted of the students who completed zero or one

lesson. . - . .

A3X2X2 factorial-dcéign based on three ability-

levels, two grades, and'experimeptal or control (treated

as repeated measures) was conducted on the data of the

students who sqtisfactérily éompietgd'the summer lessons.’

/

A

'Thé data for the students who did not complete the

lessons were analyzed for indications or tfgnds‘pﬂintfhg
to%particular types'of students who might not,have-¢om<

© - . - : v : : o
pleted the work, and were further analyzed using a 2'X
\ - - 0T . T -
2 X'2 factorial design based on twe-grades, two 1eV§T§ :
N A . .- P i '
. A i . . » . -
completed (gero or one, two or three), and.experimental. '
o _ AR e

'




vs, control (treated as a repeated measure).
- - s . “/

Overall, 322 étudents/Wbre origina1ly included in

.o

the study of which 178.Wére fourth graders and 144 <were

fifth graders. Table 1, Table 2, Table 3A, and Table 3B

wihich follow give a complete breakdown of the studehts

by number and percent in each categdry.
TABLE 1 .
. : R - ’/‘
Grade Four Students Categorized by Number of
' Lessons Completed 3

.
‘

" L@ssons Completed

g

(0-1)  (2-3)  (4-5) _.Other Total
Boys . 10 6_ 21 3 40
% 11.26 | 6.7% | 23.6% | 3.4% | 44.9%
Girls 13 ) 24 3 1 a9

14.6% | 10.1% | 27.0% 3.9%' 55.1%
“Total 23 15 .45 6 - 89
% 25.8% |316.9% | 50.6% | 6.7% _100%:

-



TABLE 2

Grade Five Studen£s Categorized by Number of
) Lessons Complected , . o
Lessénszbompléfed “
(0-1) (2-3)  (4-5)  Other _ Total
Boys 4 7 8 .8 37
% '5.6%  9.7%  25.0% 11.1% 51.4%
Girls_ 6 2 21 6 35
% 8. 3% 2.8% 29.2% -8.3% 48.6%
_Total -, 10 9 39 14 72
o 15;9%; 12.5% 54.2%  19.4% <’Too%
" TABLE 38 B
Distribution df Grade TFour Student;'Who Did
Not Complete LessonS by AbitityLevel
Lessons Completed Totalgﬁ
(0-1) __ (2-3) |
igh Ability | | .
Grade 4 8 5 13
‘ Percent 21% 13% _34%
Aver. Ability. ‘ . .
Grade 4 . 8 5 13 *©
Percent . | ‘21% 13% ) 34%
Low Ability ‘ g
Grade 4 - 7 5 12
Percent ¢ 18% 13% ' 32%
Total Grade 4 23 15 - 38:
Total Peécent 61% 39% . 100%

i

A
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[ »
TABLE 3B
.
/ il . ’ v . . w
» Lessons Completed . Totals
(0-1) = (2-3)
High Ability . /Z L
Grade 5 ' r 1 . R 2
7 ‘
Percent : 5% 5% - e, - 11%
= — B ( . N
" Aver. Ability . L e
Grade 5 5 3 : 8
. e ]
__Percent 26% . 16% - 42%
( ' e ' ' : b R . s\ . . o )
Low Ability T : : .- “ .
Grade 5 a .5, 9 o
v .- " - . . v .'.' ,x"
.Percent ' = 21% 26% * - - 47% -
Total Grade 5 10 . 9 © 19
- : 2 -~ C . Lt .
. L - 100%

Tetal“Percént 53% 47% .

- ®”

-

Of the 57 students who did not comp@etc the lessons,

© 30 k53 ) were glrls and 27 (46%) were boys, whlch 1mplyes
.that sex is not..an 1mportau% factor in whether or not
the student completed the 1essons. Therge wa§ﬁa1so little
difference whenatonsiderlng thg schodlior distfdct they -

attended. . e

v . ' ¢ ' - ./)

. ) . %
When investigating ability levels, little difference

was noted among the fodrth'gradétf wpo failed to complete

the lessons, with 13 (34%) falling into the high ability

. ) “
-~ . .
’ -
£y e .
;
»

. a '
’ .
v ‘ )

L]



raqgc,‘lS (3;;} falling iﬁto the éveyagé ability. range,

and 12 (32%) falling into the low abilitypfange."'for

. \the fifth graders, howeverJ'only 2 (10%) fell into ‘the
high ability'raﬁge, while 8 (42%) and:9.(47%) fell into
thevaVcrage and low ranges‘reépectivcly. ]

'Alfhcugh a small sample, the fifth grade pattern
éeems'to indicate ability level might.be a pfedictor”of‘
failﬁre‘to complete the lessons. In&eed, a simila;
Vpaftgrn might have poSsibly been found in the fourth

. " grade, except for the fact that a séhodlkboundary shift
"« was made in one of the districts during the summer
: vacation. Fourteen sfudents indicated they didfnot
cOmpiete the lessons for this reason. Niqe of fheée
, | students were in tﬁe high ability range; four were.in
fhe averqée_ability range, wﬁile.qnelwas,in the‘low"

qbility'range.

Table #4 which follows summarizes(the fesulés of .
fhé analysisi'of variance performed on the,da%a obtained
from tﬁe'studéﬂts whdidid not éompiéte the lessons,
while Table‘#S lists the;means for the various groupé.

As stated before, this analyéis‘was based on two_grades,.

two levels of lessons completed, and experimental vs.




[d

control (treated as a repeated measure).

TABLE #4 -
Analysis of Varianée Results for Students Who
Did Not Complete the Lessons . .
' . R -
> : / 1 r—fﬁ\\\\x\\. N
Source . 88 .df . MS . _F_ .o~
(\ Betwéen.Subjects e ‘ 9275.74° 56 . _ e
' A (grade level) 504.03 1 504.3 3.05
B (lessons cmplected) 1.78 . 1. 1.78 . <X.00
© AXB - 17.76 , L 17.75 <1.00
‘Error . 8752.18 53 *165.13 - . J
u - = ’ E . ‘ . \
Within Subjects : 2005.00 . 57 . ’ ‘
+ C (exp.-control) 16.98 1 <'16.98 <«1.00
! . AXC v ’ . . #15.27 1 "15.27 . 41.00
. BXC .7 ,110.73 - 1 .110.73 3.54
. ' A¥BXC ' : . 205.79 | 1 205.7¢ 6.58
} Error X 1656.23 53 31.24 , _
. - * B : L
' “ TABLE #5 - g
: Means for Student Groups Who Did Not Complete
) : . Lessons. - S L
No. of Lessons Completed - Exp. L Contrdl ¢
- " LI ’
" (0-1) o . . 36.3 _  .37.2°
(2-3). S - . 38.6 35.5 )

It is interesting fo note that grade level is not
i significant, but this is to be expected’ due to the dis- *

. - s ’ <
_ tribution by ability, with many more 4th graders in the




B
I ] . - ‘A
¢ : ¢ . : . ¢

~"high ability(ranue than 5th graders. While not éig-

njficuut at tho O’VIevel - the intcraction of 1esaons

complotod mnd experimental- contnpl 1ud1cates a tendency

. toward a hlghor mean for th(.btudents “ho cgmpleted

_ l
morec le°qons *This trend maght 1cad one to spupect

-

1h1t completlng 1e€song dld help to mmlntaln the basic
[ ]

4° 'skllls

h)
-~

‘Turning to the analysis of the data for thc students”

who coﬁp}eted the lessons, the déS{ﬁn{was a 3X2¥2\w\
‘factorial design with 3 ability'lévels 2 grades and
experlmental contxol groups. (treatcd as repeatcd
measures). Table #6 summarizes the analysis of variance
performed, while Table #7 lists the means for the -

various groups. ‘@

. L !
TABLE #6
. ot 3 ' T
Analysis of Variance Results for Students Who
' o Completed the Lessons Satisfactorily @ . & s
- — : T v
Source " SS . df . MS . . F
Between .Subjects. ' .19175.50 83 .. .
A (grade) ) . 11975. 85, 1 1975.85 49.34%
B (ability) 13916.01 2 6958.00 173.64%
AXB . .©  158.01 2  79.00  1.97
Error . 3125.63 78  40.07 y
/ . - N
) ! -

o

G oo
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Co Table #6 continued - I ) '
) . . I
‘ __Source .. _SSs df - . MS Fo. 7
' :Wlthln Subjeects s 2741'..50 \84 oy i
C (exp.-control), " 1388.77 1 1388,77 87.23*
AXC \ 14 .44 1 }4 44 £1.00
BXC . . . 792,75 2. 46.37 2.72
. AXBXC o 3.22 2 ©1.61 £1.00
! Error r ©1242.25 78 15.92- A
# p< .00l - -~ ;. C
| . g '
. : . .
' TABLE #7 -
Group. Means for btudents Who Corppleted the
Lessons by. Grade _
L 3 / , ¢ e
Exp. (Post) ‘. Control (Post) - . )
! Hi ﬁ 50.5 46.7
: Grade |4 ‘Aver. 39.5 34.5
. i .
: 28.1 ° 21,
| Low | 8 3 L -
Total Grade 4 1 39.4. . 34.2
, ‘ i’ . 'Y
}% - 54.8 . -+ 50.7 - 1
_ R : ’ ) ,
 Grade 5 Aver. 49.0 . 42.4 ’
K Low 36.7 28.3
_ . Total Grade 5 46.8 __40.5 .
. ¢ " Total Gr. 4 & 5 42.8 37.#
S ‘ 3 ' ,
~ & - L e
s o ) o . ‘ /
;s pa ; b .
\»\"'
] 4 v
L4 s ‘\. ]
Y ' '
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As is to be expeeted, the differences between

grades and between ubilify.levels are highly significant.
Of interest however, is the signifiéant difference

betweonrthe‘experimental'and control groups. At each

t

-

of the ability 1evels the students ih "the experimental

Y

group maintained the{r§scores while t&e siudents -in the .
. A N

control group dropp¢d an average of 4 to 8 points. B

Overall;.phelmean diffefénge was betfer'than_s points it
f%vor?of the éxperimental_group:i The ‘conclusion obvi-
ously, seems to ‘be that -the summer 1essoﬁé‘did help “to

,maintain the basic'skills.

THE PRDPOSED_SOLUTION - PART:II‘
n

Even though the resﬁlfs of the data analyqié were .
highly 51gn1flcant in favor of the experlmeﬂsal gloup,'
~the project would be 11tt1e more than an academlc
‘endeavorj(and indeed could be cons}dered'auﬁaste of'time)
if %he“teachers\involved,do nofoapcept theérésqlts and
modify;their Behaviof accordingly; Therefore,wanu

:atﬁgmptrWas made to use‘the.hesults of fh;s-studyﬁés the -
basis_for persuadiﬁg teachers'to.change tpeir outlook

toward thegneed for review in the fall of the year. - ;

\
) : &
3 .

’
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With Lhc'prec eding in mlnd the results of the

data analysis were shared with the teachers and admin-
istrators of the students-involved in.the study. !The
number of teachers initially involved‘consisted of 51x
%
: Iougth grado teachers and five flfth grade teachers In
addltlon, the students i; fifth grade in May entered

three different midd]e schools and were assigned to seven

dlffcrent middle school teachers. Thus students qf

18 teachers were xnvolved in- the study

‘

- - .A’ " \
Each of the 18 tedchers received the results of

‘the'study shortly- before a meeting was held with them

in order that they,could'have'time to look over.the

’ : »

results. = . L o ' .

.
N ‘ A
v .

’
t .,

‘{ Thehpurpose - for holding the meeting was three fold.
‘The first was to determine the amount of ' time the

teachers .expected to $pend on review. This was

L[4

gathered,:and the-results are summarizgd in Table #8.

TABLE #8 .

» 7

Teacher Estimateé ef Review Time Needed by Their Students.
(Second Week of School) |

- o

~ Number of Weeks ' 7-8  9-10 11-12
- Grade. 4 Teachers. 1 3. 2
Grade 5 Teachers 2, 2 S|

e d

Grade 6 Teachers 3 3 1

>~
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As can be secn by inspecting Tuble-#8 "the average
)
amount of tlme to be spent on rev1ew 'is about 9, weeks

2

or abou1 25% oi the SChOOl yedr while 'four’ teachers

-

© e . N

were: pIannlng to spcnd nearly 33m of" the'‘school year

reviewving bas1c skllls!

-

.+ The second purpose of. theﬁneetlng was. to clarlfy

_any questions the teacherd might have had concernlng the
— . <
 restilts of the summer study,. whlle tbe thlrd was to use

the data results as the basis of an appeal to‘the‘

teachers to reduce the review time. [

‘The teachers were ‘not discouraged from using ‘periodic
. ; - ,

4

review, in fact, this use of review was highly encouraged.’

- . .
. . N é o .

After ‘a-period of six woeks‘(éight'wéeks}after the
N - b 3 o

start of the 1973414 school year) & follow-up survey was-

conducted, and personal observations in each oléssroom.m
o oo ' ”
were made. Through the survey and the observatlons it

-

was determined that two teachers‘reduced the1r rev1ew“ .l

time to three weoké\'three had teduqed thelr review time
: - - . <+ .
to. four weeﬁf, while only. one indécated a need for , a

still utflizln%.twelve wééks. Table #9 summarigzes the

¢ 4 .
results of the followup v1s1tat10ns and surveys.
- ! /
[

L X
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TABLE #9 .
' \
Teacher- Use of Beview Time for Their Studcnts
/ (Lnghth chx ‘'of September)
. Numbér‘Qi\Weekb 3 % 5 6 7 8 9-10 11-12
. » . .o ) ;/i ' A .
Grade 4 Teachers - 12 - 1 - 1 1
Gradesd Teachers I -1 1 1 - = 1. -

Grade 6 Teachers 1 .2 1 2 =~ - 1

[ .
o s - 1

It can readlly be sgen that the average tlme spent

on rev1ew tlme was about six. weeks This was a decrease

, .

-

of 33m from the orlglnal.eStlmafe of nine weeks

. Obvi—

oqsly, thls reprcsents a con51derab1e number of student”

du}o "h*ch can be us d fOr other pursuits.,
* &

t

R CONCLUSION

In light of the fact that the basic skills were
. : ; k] . - .

‘. maintained during the summer vacation, and the teachers

-~ A Y

'subsequently reduced thé amount of time spent on rev1ew,”

thls method seems to have con51derab1e merlt and attempf~

>

will be maﬁe to expand 1ts:use in the Newark Dlstrlct

L

- (S

_such a scheme, 1t must be remcmbered that there was

- 4
3!

However, 1f.one were c0ns1der1ng the adoptlon of

‘« A
no attempt to teach ew Tiﬁsylal and only ba51c sklllsf

EAl

o
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were presented. - Further, it is imperative to involve
~ the tcachers and administrators at each step of the
[ 4 " N a
procesds, for this investigator feels that this con--
’ tributed to the:rsuccess of the. project as much Ws the ' o
. - . . ) . .
. convincing gtatistical rclults. T
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P R APPENDIX A , | :

Name : School_

 LESSON #1A _ ‘
ADDITION AND SUBTRACTION

Example: Y | " A. Add the ones ,
- ' - . 4325 : 5+ 8+ 4 =17 ones
6078 B. Rename 17 as 1 ten and 7 ones
+ 5294 C. Add the tens
“ 15697 v1 +2 4+ 7-+9 =19 tens
‘ % D. Rename as 1 hundred and 9 tens
‘E. Follow.a similar pattern for the.
"\ -~ hundreds and thousands- v
1. 342 ‘ 2. 725 3. "425 4, 3156
+ 325 . + 146 + ]72_:_3_ + 1327 P
| . . ‘ . AY
5. 43 6. 435 7. 4113 8. 234 .
17 16 1590 o 357 , - '
o + 13 . + 127 - + 2671 . 214 :
/ . \ ' : T+ 526 .
.
n o _ -
.- Als ' e
Example: 1273 . + A, Subtraci the ones. 3 -2=1
- -582 -~ B. To subtract tens, rename 1000 + .
671 ; . . 200 + 50 as 1Q00 + 100 + 150.
: Subtract tens. 150 - 80 = 70 .
C. To subtract hundreds rename 1000 +
‘ : : 100 as 1100. Subtract hundreds.
- 1100 - 500 = 600. /
9. 625 10. 634 1. 908 12. < 1765
=401 +307 . =436 - -934
- 18. 2576 14. 5724 15%. 6753 16. 17024
-882 =1543 / -1908 . ~9653
* \-\\\\. A ‘

@' FNW:mjh
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